REMARKS 



The Examiner indicated that claims 2-6, 15, 19-20, 23-24, 29-31 and 35-37 
were objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but that these 
claims would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. In response, Applicant has 
rewritten claims 2, 19 and 35 in independent form. Applicant submits that claim 35 as 
amended does therefore not require the limitations of claim 34, namely the shape of the 
projection and recess, to be specified in the rewritten claim. This is because the clamp 
is the actual limitation which makes claim 35 allowable. Applicant has therefore 
changed the dependency of claim 34 from claim 33 to claim 35. Applicant has made 
minor amendments to claims 3, 15, 20, 23 and 30 to correct spelling errors and to 
ensure that antecedent bases for various limitations were correct. Applicant respectfully 
submits that claims 2-6, 15, 19, 20, 23, 24, 29-31 and 35-37 are now in condition for 
allowance. 

The Examiner rejected claims 11-14, 16-17, 27-28 and 42-44 under 35 U.S.C. 
112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicant regards as the invention. In 

response, Applicant has done the following: 

Claims 11 and 16 were rejected as incomplete inasmuch as they omit essential 
structural cooperative relationships of elements such as the first header and the stub 
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(recited at line 4). The Examiner stated that such omission amounted to a gap between 
the necessary structural connections. In response, Applicant has amended claim 1 1 by 
inserting wording to indicate that the lower surface of the stub includes one of a recess 
and projection and the first reusable header includes a complementary recess or 
projection and that the complementary shaped recess and projection on the stub and 
first reusable header are interlocked together. With respect to claim 16, Applicant has 
similarly amended this claim by adding wording to describe the interlocking 
complementary shaped projection and recess on the second stub and second reusable 
header. Applicant submits that these amendments overcome the Examiner's rejection 
of these claims and of the dependent claims 12 and 17and respectfully requests 
reconsideration of these rejected claims. 

In response to the rejection of claim 13, Applicant has changed the phrase "a 
first electrode" to read - - the first electrode- -. Applicant submits that this amendment 
overcomes this rejection. 

The Examiner indicated, in reference to claim 27, that there is insufficient 
antecedent basis for "the ... third reusable header" recited at line 2 in the claim or from 
the preceding claim. In response, Applicant has amended the dependency of claim 22 
(which is one of claim 27's preceding claims) to claim 20. Claim 20 has been amended 
by changing the phrase "the... third reusable header" to "a., third reusable header" on 
line 3 thereof. Applicant submits that these amendments overcome the Examiner's 
rejection of claim 27 and 28 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. 

The Examiner further indicated, in reference to claim 42, that there are 
insufficient antecedent bases for "the recess and projection" cited at lines 1-2 in the 
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claim or in the preceding claim. In response, Applicant has amended claim 40 (from 
which claim 42 indirectly depends) to include antecedent bases for the recess and the 
projection. Applicant has also amended claim 42 to clarify the components that include 
"the recess and the projection". Applicant submits that this amendment overcomes the 
Examiner's rejection of claim 42 and therefore claims 43 and 44 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 
second paragraph. 

The Examiner further indicated that claims 13-14, 16-17 and 43-44 would be 
allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph and to include all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. In response as discussed above, Applicant has addressed the 
35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, rejections of claim 13, 16 and 42 (from which claims 
43-44 depend). Claims 16 and 17 depend indirectly from allowable claim 2. Claims 43 
and 44 depend indirectly from allowable claim 35 (inasmuch as the dependency of 
claim 38 has been changed from claim 32 to claim 35). Applicant therefore respectfully 
submits that claims 16, 17, 43 and 44 are now in condition for allowance. With respect 
to claims 13 and 14, Applicant is currently electing not to rewrite claim 13 in 
independent form, pending the Examiner's reconsideration of claim 1 from which it 
depends. Should the Examiner not find the Applicant's arguments in regard to claim 1 
persuasive, then the Applicant will rewrite claim 13 in accordance with the Examiner's 
recommendations. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-7, 12, 18, 21-22, 25-28, 32-34 and 38 under 
35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Zanner et al (US 5,373,529). The Examiner 
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stated that Zanner et al shows a method of manufacturing electrodes in which a first 
electrode 30 is attached to a first reusable header or upper ram, heating the electrode 
to a temperature sufficient to be melted and dripped into a crucible to form an ingot. In 
response, Applicant has amended claim 1 to include the limitations that; 

1 . the first reusable header has a shaped first end and the second electrode 
is molded to have at least a portion complementary to the shaped first end 
of the header; 

2. that the second electrode is inverted; 

3. that the shaped portion of the second electrode is engaged with the 
shaped first end of the first reusable header. 

Zanner discloses that the electrode is attached to the upper ram "using attachment 
methods known in the prior art". The drawings in the patent do not show a header 
member interposed between the electrode and the ram, they show the electrode 
directly attached to the ram and it can therefore be assumed that the electrode is 
welded onto the ram. There is no disclosure in Zanner of the inverting of the second 
electrode. Furthermore, inasmuch as the ingot that solidifies in Zanner's crucible would 
have a shaped recess in one end - inverting the ingot to weld it to the ram would be 
counterproductive as the size of the weld between the two components would be 
greatly reduced and therefore the strength of the weld would be greatly reduced. If one 
considers the other art located by the Examiner, none of Inouye, Berry et al, Timmons 
and Soykan disclose inverting the electrode formed in the crucible in order to attach the 
same to a reusable header or to an upper ram for remelting in the crucible. Anticipation 
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requires that each and every limitation of the claim be disclosed by the prior art 
reference. Inasmuch as Zanner does not disclose a method of manufacture that 
includes inverting the second electrode and then engaging the second electrode with a 
reusable header, Applicant respectfully submits that Zanner does not anticipate claim 1 
of the instant application and that claim 1 is therefore allowable over this reference. 
Furthermore, because claim 1 is not anticipated, Applicant respectfully submits that 
claims 2-7 and 12 are also allowable. 

Applicant has also amended claim 18 to include the limitations that: 

1 . the reusable header is manufactured from substantially the same material 
as the second electrode; 

2. the second electrode is formed with one of a projection and recess therein 
and the reusable header is formed with the other of a projection and 
recess therein; 

3. and that the second electrode is clamped to the reusable header when 
the projection is engaged in the recess. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Zanner does not disclose the use of a header 
manufactured from substantially the same material as the second electrode. Zanner 
discloses that the second electrode is formed with a recess therein by virtue of the 
lower ram having a projection on its upper surface. However, Zanner does not disclose 
that the upper ram have a projection formed thereon to engage with the recess formed 
in the electrode. Furthermore, Zanner does not disclose that the header and second 
electrode be clamped together. Zanner therefore does not disclose each and every 
limitation of claim 18 and therefore does not anticipate this claim. Applicant respectfully 
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submits that claim 18 is therefore in condition for allowance. 

With respect to the remaining claim, the dependency of claims 21, 22 and 25 
has been changed so that these claims are now directly or indirectly dependent from 
rewritten allowable claim 19. Applicant submits that, because of this amendment, 
claims 21 , 22 and 25-28 are now in condition for allowance. 

As discussed previously, Applicant has canceled claims 32-33 because the 
subject matter of these claims has been incorporated into amended claim 35. 
Furthermore, the dependency of claims 34 and 38 has been amended so that the 
claims now depends from rewritten independent claim 35, which claim the Examiner 
has indicated would be allowable. Applicant therefore submits that claims 34 and 38 are 
also now in condition for allowance. 

The Examiner rejected claims 32 and 38-41 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Singo Inouye (US 3,391,239). The Examiner stated that Inouye shows 
a reusable header (Fig. 2) comprising a base 39,41 having first and second ends with a 
shaft 39 extending from the first end of the base, an attachment 40,42 for releasably 
securing an electrode 28 to the second end of the base 39, 41 , wherein at least a 
section 41 of the header is manufactured from the same metal material with the 
electrode and the section 41 is also a detachable stub which has an area 
complementarily shaped to the shaped portion of the header for interlocking the header 
and the electrode 28 can be integrally bonded with the stub 41 by threaded attachment 
42. In response, as stated above, Applicant has canceled claim 32 and has 
incorporated its limitations into claim 35. The Applicant has amended claim 38 by 
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changing its dependency to allowable claim 35. The Examiner indicated in the 
statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter, that the use of the 
clamp as recited in claim 35 and 43 is found allowable. Inouye does not show the use 
of a clamp as required by claim 35 and therefore does not disclose each and every 
element of the claimed invention and consequently Inouye does not anticipate claim 35 
and therefore claims 38-41 are also not anticipated. Applicant submits that these 
amendments overcome the Examiner's rejection of claims 38-41 under 35 U.S.C. 
102(b) as being anticipated by Inouye and submits that these claims are now in 
condition for allowance. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1,18, 32-34 and 38-42 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being clearly anticipated by Berry et al (US 2,955,333). In response to the 
previous rejection and as discussed previously Applicant has canceled claims 32 and 
33 and has amended the dependency of claims 34 and 38 to allowable claim 35. Claim 
35 includes the limitation of the clamp, which element is not disclosed by Berry et al. 
Berry et al therefore does not disclose each and every limitation of claim 35 and 
therefore does not anticipate either claim 35 or claims 34 and 38-42. Applicant 
therefore submits that claims 34 and 38-42 are therefore allowable. 

With respect to the rejection of claim 1 , there is no disclosure in Berry et al of the 
limitation that the second electrode be inverted during processing. Furthermore, there is 
no disclosure that the shaped portion of the second electrode can be interlocked with 
the shaped first end of the first reusable header - the patent shows that the ends of the 
upper ram and electrode merely abut each other. Inasmuch as not each and every 
limitation of claim 1 has been disclosed, Applicant submits that Berry et al does not 
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anticipate the claimed invention and requests that claim 1 be allowed. 

With respect to the rejection of claim 18, Applicant has amended the claim to 
include wording to the effect that the shaped ends of the electrode and header are 
interlocked with each other and the electrode and header are clamped together. Berry 
et al does not disclose that the ends of the electrode and header are shaped, nor does 
the reference disclose that the shaped ends are interlocked with each other, nor does 
the reference disclose that the electrode and header are clamped together (which 
feature the Examiner indicated was novel over the prior art). Consequently, each and 
every limitation of claim 18 is not disclosed by Berry et al and the reference therefore 
does not anticipate claim 18. Applicant therefore respectfully requests the withdrawal of 
the rejection of claims 1,18, 34, 38-42 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Berry et al. 

Applicant has added new claims 45-50. Claims 45-48 depend from amended 
claim 1 and claims 49 and 50 depend from amended claim 18. Applicant respectfully 
submits that, as has been argued above, both claim 1 and claim 18 are allowable over 
the cited prior art and that consequently claims 45-50 are therefore also allowable over 
the art. 

If it is believed that a telephone discussion would advance the prosecution of this 
matter, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at (330) 244-1 174. 
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Respectfully submitted at Canton, Ohio this 



^Mdayof 32 



U/AJL , 2005. 



Aegis Tower, Suite 1 1 00 
4940 Munson Street, NW 
Canton, Ohio 44718-3615 
Telephone: (330) 244-1174 
Facsimile: (330)244-1173 
/ff 



SAND & SEBOLT 

By: Fiona Ferguson 
Reg. No. 52,885 
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